The original publication includes the following sentence in the Results section: BIn general, both types of regional models, conceptual and process-based, have similar performances for
the 12 large-scale basins, and HBV and SWIM perform slightly better than other models in terms of monthly hydrographs, seasonal dynamics and high flows for most basins.^In this erratum, we would like to clarify and stress the intent of this sentence to avoid any misunderstandings and the impression of a general conclusion about model performance. The bold part of this sentence should not be confused with an identification of the best performing models (as may appear from this sentence). Indeed, this was neither our intention in this study nor the goal of the regional water sector modelling under the ISI-MIP project umbrella (see the editorial paper by Krysanova and Hattermann (2016) in this Special Issue). Moreover, we attempted to make clear elsewhere in the paper that an inter-comparison of the performance of individual models is not reasonable because (i) individual models were applied to a different number of river basins (varying from two to eleven), and (ii) modellers were given freedom to setup their respective models without any restrictions both technically and subjectively and could use their prior knowledge in fine tuning the models for specific basins. The modellers also had some freedom to use input data either from suggested global datasets or other sources, with the notable exception of the climate forcing data which were from the same source for all basins. Hence, on the basis of a priori knowledge and some basin-specific input data, some models may have advantages compared to others. We would also like to stress that the focus of this study was to provide a plausible range of model skill scores of discharge derived from state-of-the-art statistical methods, simulated by different hydrological models for a set of large river basins worldwide. The ranges of model skill scores (presented in two figures and a table in the paper) should not be interpreted as a basis for ranking or identifying the best performing model(s), but rather as an indication of the ensemble range of model performances in simulating discharge under the present climate conditions. This is in alignment with our commitment to avoiding the ranking of models in this study.
